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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejec tions -35USC§112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Where applicant acts as his or her own lexicographer to specifically define a term 
of a claim contrary to its ordinary meaning, the written description must clearly redefine 
the claim term and set forth the uncommon definition so as to put one reasonably skilled 
in the art on notice that the applicant intended to so redefine that claim term. Process 
Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1357, 52 USPQ2d 1029, 1033 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999). The term "multiplayer" in claim 4 is used by the claim to mean "it is believed 

■ 

to mean multiplanar", while the accepted meaning is "a game were more than one 
player can play at the same time." The term is indefinite because the specification does 
not clearly redefine the term. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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2. Claims 1-4, 10, and 15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Lemonnier et al. , hereinafter Lemonnier, (US5,742,061). 

Regarding applicant's claim 1 , Lemonnier discloses: An entrance window for a 
gas filled radiation detector, comprising: a plastic core with electro conductive coatings 
on both an inner side and an outer side of said plastic core (abstract; column 6, lines 
59-64; figure 1B, 8, 4, 5, 6, 7, 3). 

Regarding applicant's claim 2, Lemonnier discloses: An entrance window for a 
gas filled radiation detector, wherein: said plastic core is a high barrier plastic film of low 
surface density (column 6, lines 59-64). 

Regarding applicant's claim 3, Lemonnier discloses: An entrance window for a 
gas filled radiation detector, wherein: said plastic core is a polyethylene terephthalate 
film (column 6, lines 59-64; note: polyethylene is a thermoplastic; thus plastic is 
inclusive of polyethylene). 

Regarding applicant's claim 4, Lemonnier discloses: An entrance window for a 
gas filled radiation detector, wherein: said polyethylene terephthalate film is multiplayer 
and oriented (column 6, lines 59-64; figure 6). 

Regarding applicant's claim 10, Lemonnier discloses: An entrance window for a 
gas filled radiation detector, wherein: said electro conductive coating on said inner side 
of said plastic core comprises: at least one pair of "ATB" layers, where "A" of a first 
layer is placed directly on said plastic core and "B" of said first layer is placed on layer 
"A" (figure 5, 6b, 6c, 7b); see also (column 5, lines 5-36). 
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Regarding applicant's claim 15, Lemonnier discloses: An entrance window for a 
gas filled radiation detector, wherein: said electro conductive coating on said inner side 
of said plastic core comprises: at least one set of "ATBTC" layers, where "A" of a first 
layer is placed directly on said plastic core, "B" of said first layer is placed on layer "A", 
and "C" of said first layer is placed on layer "B" (figure 5, 7b, 6b, 6c, 10); see also 
(column 5, lines 5-36). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 5, 8-9, 12, 14, 18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemonnier et al, hereinafter Lemonnier, (US5,742,061). 

Regarding applicant's claims 5, 8-9,12, 14, 18, and 20, Lemonnier discloses: the 
elements of applicant's claims 1,10, and 15 that claims 5, 8-9, 12, 14, 18, and 20 
.depend upon respectively, see above. 

In regards to claim 5, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the "plastic core has a thickness of from about 12 un to about 36 un ". It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to create the plastic core with a thickness of from about 12 un to about 36 un, 
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since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980). 

In regards to claim 8, Lemonnier et al. discloses: an electro conductive layer 
composed of aluminum (column 2, lines 3-34). 

In regards to claim 8, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the "said electro conductive layer is aluminum of about 400 Angstrom 
thickness." It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to create the said electro conductive layer is aluminum of 
about 400 Angstrom thickness, since it has been held that discovering an optimum 
value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 
F.2d272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

In regards to claim 9, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the "said electro conductive layer is nickel of about 200 Angstrom, thickness". 
It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to create the " said electro conductive layer is nickel of about 200 
Angstrom, thickness", since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a 
result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d272, 
205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

In regards to claim 12, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the "said "A" layer is about 50-100 Angstrom thick.". It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 



Application/Control Number: Page 6 

10/657,861 

Art Unit: 2881 

create the "A" layer about 50-100 Angstroms thick., since it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

In regards to claim 14, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the ""B" layer is about 400-500 Angstrom". It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to create the "B" layer 
about 400-500 Angstroms thick, since it has been held that discovering an optimum 
value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 
F.2d272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

In regards to claim 18, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the said M B" layer is about 300-400 Angstrom thick." It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
create the "B" layer about 300-400 Angstroms thick, since it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

In regards to claim 20, Lemonnier et al. differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the "said "C" layer is about 200-300 Angstrom thick. ". It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
create the "C" layer about 200-300 Angstrom thick, since it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 
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5. Claims 6, 11, 13, 17, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemonnier et al., hereinafter Lemonnier, (US5,742,061). 

Regarding applicant's claims 6, 11, 13, 17, and 19 , Lemonnier discloses: the 
elements of applicant's claims 1 and 10 that claims 6, 11, 13, 17, and 19 depend upon 
respectively, see above. 

In regards to claim 6, the device differs from the claimed invention by not 
showing the element comprises a material selected from the group consisting of 
"aluminum, nickel, and inconel." It would have been obvious for the element to be 
composed of a material selected from the group consisting of " aluminum, nickel, and 
inconel", since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to 
select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. In re Leshin, 
125USPQ 416. 

In regards to claims 1 1 and 19, the device differs from the claimed invention by 
not showing the element comprises a material selected from the group consisting of 
"chromium, nickel, silver, and gold." It would have been obvious for the element to be 
composed of a material selected from the group consisting of " chromium, nickel, silver, 
and gold.", since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to 
select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. In re Leshin, 
125 USPQ416. 
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In regards to claims 13 and 17, the device differs from the claimed invention by 
not showing the element comprises a material selected from the group consisting of 
"aluminum or titanium." It would have been obvious for the element to be composed of 
a material selected from the group consisting of " aluminum or titanium", since it has 
been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material 
on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

6. Claims 7, 16, and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemonnier et al., hereinafter Lemonnier, (US5,742,061) in light of 
Beyne et al., hereinafter Beyne, (US5,731,584). 

Regarding applicant's claims 7 and 16 , Lemonnier discloses: the elements of 
applicant's claims 1 and 15 that claims 7 and 16 depend upon respectively, see above. 

Regarding applicant's claim 7, however, Lemonnier lacks: a layer of chrormium 
of about 50-100 Angstrom thickness is applied on said plastic core between said plastic 
core and said electro conductive layer. 

Beyne teaches: a layer of chrormium is applied on said plastic core between 
said plastic core and said electro conductive layer. 

Regarding applicant's claim 16, however, Lemonnier lacks: said "A" layer is 
chromium. 
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Beyne teaches: said "A" layer is chromium (column 1, lines 33-48; see also 
(figure 4a-ab, 29, 27, 25, 24, 23, 22, 21 ). 

In regards to claims 7 and 16, Beyne et al. differs from the claimed invention by 
not showing the "layer of chrormium of about 50-100 Angstrom thickness and said "A" 
layer is chromium of about 50-100 Angstrom thickness. ". It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to create a 
"layer of chrormium of about 50-1 00 Angstrom thickness" and also to create "said "A" 
layer is chromium of about 50-100 Angstrom thickness", since it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Boesch, 61 7 F.2d272, 205 USPQ 21 5 (CCPA 1 980). 

Regarding applicant's claim 21 , Lemonnier discloses: the elements of applicant's 
claim 10 that claim 21 depends upon, see above. 
However, Lemonnier lacks: said inner layers are multiple "A"/"B" layers. 

, Beyne teaches: said inner layers are multiple "A"/"B" layers (figure 4a-ab, 29, 27, 
25, 24, 23, 22, 21 ); see also (column 8, lines 14-48). 

Regarding applicant's claim 22 , Lemonnier discloses: the elements of applicant's 
claim 1 5 that claim 22 depends upon, see above. 
However, Lemonnier lacks: said inner layers are multiple "A'V'BTC" layers. 

Beyne teaches: said inner layers are multiple "A"/"B'7"C" layers (column 1, lines 
33-48) (figure 4a-ab, 29, 27, 25, 24, 23, 22, 21). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the elements of an entrance window for a gas filled 
radiation detector, comprising: a plastic core with electro conductive coatings on both an 
inner side and an outer side of said plastic core, as disclosed by Lemonnier, with 
multiple layers of electro conductive coatings, composed of materials known and used 
in the art, of certain thicknesses, as taught by Beyne, to utilize for their electro 
conductive properties for an electron avalanche device for use in a radiation detector to 
amplify the input signal. 

Conclusion 

1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See references cited. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Smyth whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1746. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 5:00PM; Monday thru 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Kim can be reached on 571-272-2293. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 



Page 11 



10/657,861 
Art Unit: 2881 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 



Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



AS. 




